. SOURCE SELECTION STATEMENT
INFORMATION AND TECHNICAL SERVICES CONTRACT
RFP NNSO9ZDAOOTR
February 23, 2(310

On January 28, 2010 i along with Se}ected ex»afﬁcm members at the J ohn C.-Stennis Space Center
(SSC), met with the Source Evaluation Board (SEB) ap;}omted to evaiuate proposals for the
Tnformation and Technical Services (TS) Contract. During this meetmg the SEB presented the
initial fi ndm;_,s resulting from the e‘sfaluatmn process. 1 discussed the relative merits of each
propesai with the SEB members, as well as with the @ther attendees to assure 1 had 4 a fuli
understandmg of the SEB 'S evaluaﬁon

This document summarlzes this pmcumment the evaiuatmn ;arocess ihe results of that process and
_the basxs of’ my. selectwn Gf an offemr for award '

- PROCLREME‘S‘T DESCRIPTIGN

_ Thﬁ ETS Contract pmwdes a bmad rang,e of servxces i support of t’ne respectwe missions of ’\TASA
and over thirty resident agencies sharmg and utxhzmg facilities and services at SSC. . The purpose’ of
this procurement is to prowde for a follow-on acquisition 10 the current Information: Teehnoiogy
Services Contract. The successful Offemr will be requlred to provide Informaimn and Technical
Services (ITS) to NASA, resident: agencies, on-site contracters and on-site commercial tenants.
Services to be provided under thxs contract include: - project managemeni information and technical.
support services; technology suppert services; apphed science and technology servlces, and other
future reqmrements (teiecommumcatmns sermces) :

o :-Thls aoqalsltzon is }{)G% Smail Busmess Set~As1de T hese servwes wﬂl be provzded under a :-_3' i

performance-based Cost- ?1us-lncent1ve Fee (CPIF) coniract “The mmai perwd of performance 5
two (2) years with three (3) one-year: priced option periods for a maximum period of five (5) years.
The option periods were evaluaied and con51dered by the Source Selectlon Authonty as part of the
competz'ﬂon : :

PR{}CUREMENT HISTORY

On March 2, 2009 1 a;::pomted members to the SEB for the purpose of evaluating proposals received
in response to the solicitation. The SEB mciu_de_d representatives from the Office of External
Affairs, Office of Safety and Mission Assurance, Engineering and Test Directorate, Center
Operations Directorate and the Office of Procurement. To aid in the evaluation, I also appointed
technical evaluators with expertise in the appropriate disciplines to provide’ supplemental
assessments of proposal strengths and weaknesses.

Prior to the issuance of the final Request for Proposals (RFP), in an effort to better inform industry
of NASA requirements, the SEB released a draft RFP on July 2, 2009, A site visit was conducted
on July 16, 2009 and included a briefing and windshield tour of the site. Forty-two prospective
firms attended the site visit. The Santa Rosa conference room was available following the site visit
to allow large and small businesses an opportunity to meet and discuss possible partnering
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relatmnsh1ps Responses and comments to the draft RF P were weicomed carefully eva}uated and
incorporated into the RFP, as appmpna‘{e The SEB prepared a respense to each commeﬁt recen/ed
and released the responses to industry. on- August 10, 2009. The: responses {0 vendor quesu{ms as
well as an electronic library providing technical information, were made available threugh the
internet f@r ihe beneﬁt of aii mterested offerors '

The ’ﬁaai ITS RFP was. refeased on August ’7 009 via the NASA Acqmsztztm Z{memet Servzce
(N’AIS) and Federal Business' Gpporwmtaes (F eﬁBw{}pps) prowdmg all interested foemrs the -
ability to down}ea& the documents Two (2) amendments containing admimstratwe or minor
changes fo the RFP in response to interested. of?emrs questions were also past@d to the NAIS and -
FedBiz{}pps Amendment No. lon August 20, 2009 addressed vender questmns Arnendment No.
2:on August ”6 2()09 adéressed add}tmnai Vendor quesuons _

In total; the SEB recewed ezght (8) proposals m respcnse io the REP. Past Perfomance Voiumes
were received on September 1,:2009 and Mission: Suitabihty and C@st Vniumes Werf: recmved on:
September 9 20()9 fmm the foliawmg offerors RROERE L i :

'Anadarko inﬁustrzes LLC :
17625 Ei Cammﬁ Real, Smte 410
Housten, TX: 77958 3{)52 o

ASRC Research and Technology Solutions, LLC
6303 Ivy Lane, Suite 130 o
Greenbelt MDD 20’770

Geocent Amencan Operatlons LLC
: ;.]11 Veterans Memorlai Bivd Suzte 1600
- Metmne, LA 70{)(}5 i

Infonnatien Management Resources, Enc
23332 Mill Creek Dr., Suite 235
Laguna Hills, CA 92653

Methods Tecimolcgy Solutions, Inc,
4734 Jamestown Ave.
Baton Rouge, LA 70808

NVision Solutions, Inc.
13131 SR Highway 603
Bidg. # 1, Suite 301
Stennis Technology Park
Bay St Louis, MS 39520
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REDE/Critique Joint Venture
5700 Bullard Ave.,; Suite 300
New Orieans LA 7{3§28

Sal'}i‘ech Inc .
5101 Wzsconsm Ave, NW Suite 30?
Washington, DC 20016

-EVALUATI{)N PROCE-I)U’R?%E

The S}EB evaiuated proposais in accorﬁance with the requzraments of the solicitation and the
Federal Acqwsitmn Regulations {FAR) Part 15.3, “Source Selection,” as supplemented by NASA
FAR Suppiement (NFS) Part 1815.3, “Source Selection.” Addﬁmnaﬂy, the SEB deveioped a
_detaﬂed Ex a}uatmn Piar; WhECh was followed thmughout the evaiuatmn process - :

The sohmtatlon prowded f()l‘ seiectz{m and award in accordance Wiﬁl F AR 15 101- 1 “Tradﬁoff
process Hﬂwever use of kadeoffs was not necessary ' - :

The RE P prescrlbed three {3) evaiuatien factors conszdered essentlai in an offer: Mission Suitability,
Past Perfoﬂnance and Cost. The Mission Suitability and Past Performance factors, when combined,
were significantly more important than the Cost factor. As mdmdual factors, the three (3) factors
were essenﬁzaﬁy aqual in 1mp0:f’tance : :

The three (3) evaiuatzon facters were descnbed in the RFP. as foﬂows

S M1ss1on Suztabahty The proposals were analyzed for “the excelience of the pmposed work and the

- offeror’s ability to perform that work, including the offeror’s understandmg of the requirements and

the proposed technical, management, and safety and health approaches to meeting the requirements.
The Mission Suitability factor consisted of three (3) subfactors and each subfactor in each proposal
received an. ad} ecmal ratmg and a numeracai score, in accordance with the RFP

A T echmcal Perfarmance ' : 550 pmnts
B. Management 400 points
C. Safety and Health 50 points

Overall, each offeror could receive a total of 1,000 points and a commensurate adjectival rating for
the Mission Suitability Factor as a whole. The applicable adjectival ratings were “Excellent,”
“Very Good,” “Good,” “Fair” and “Poor.” The definitions for the adjectival ratings and percentile
ranges can be found in NFS 1815. 305(2)(3).

Past Performance: Past Performance was also evaluated, but not numerically scored. Instead, the
SEB assigned a level of confidence rating of either “Very High Level of Confidence,” “High Level
of Confidence,” “Moderate Level of Confidence,” “Low Level of Confidence,” “Very Low Level of
Confidence,” or “Neutral.” These level of confidence ratings can be found in NFS 1815. 305(a}(2).
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In acccrdance Wit}l the RFP, the SEB evaiuated reievant mformatxon regardzng the efferor s
perfozmance under premousiy—awarded contracts similar to the size and complexity of this
procurement. - Using information’ pmvxded directl y "by the offeror, mfgrmatwn from questwnnaires
submitted to the SEB by thé offeror’ s past customers and 1ndependentiy~ﬂbtamed information from
Govemment and n{m‘Gmfemment sources, the SEB evaiaated the degree to which the offeror
satzsﬁed the. requmements of previous contracts, In additmﬂ to other relevani Past Performance - -
mﬁ)ﬁnaﬁon requiested in the RF P, consideration was givento. charactensncs such as resziwncy
reseurceﬁliness safety record envzrenmentai record and management determmatmn to see that the
foemr hved up to ﬁs cemmztments to pmvzde specaﬁc standards and sklils

Cost The Cost evaiuatmn consadered aH costs assocaateé Wath the coatmct m terms of valzdaty,
reasanableness adequacy and cost realism of ;}mposed costs.: Propesed costs were anaiy;?ed to
determine the probable cost for the initial two (2) year base: pmod aswell as. aﬁ option periods and

;tc:f zdent;fy and Weigh features that Wcuid cause a giwen propﬁsai t{) cost mme or Iess than the others, o

_ *'evaiuated 1o deéer:mne it the proposed costs were reai:tstic for the work to be performed whether
the costs reflected an understanding of: the work requzremcnis and 1f the costs were cons;stent mth i

X :.the vanous eiements of the: Mlssmn Smtabihty proposa}

As siated in the RF? and an accordance with FAR 52, 215 E(f)(4) the Govemment mtended te _
evaluate proposals and award a contract based on the initial offers irecelved without conductmg
discussions with the offerors. Discussions would be held only if award on the basis of initial offers -
was determined not to be in the Government’s best interest. : Therefore; offerors were encouraged to
submit initial pr@pesals containing their best terms from a cost and technical standpomt
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SELEC'f}ibN' bEC}Si.{)N

lmmedlateiy feiimwmg the SEB preseni:an(}n on. J anuary 28 2{)1 0 Imetin execu‘ﬂve session with
key senior advisors famihar mth the RFP, who had attended the SEB presentation. These ex- :
officio members mciaded represeﬂtatwes from the Office Gf Chief Counsel, Office of Procuremem
Engmeemng and Test D;rec:iorate and Center: Operatzons Dlrecterate Because of the farwreachmg
responsibilities of the future ITS cantractor and the role the ITS contract. plays in their respective
programs, I sobmted and canszdered the vzews Gf these ofﬁmais n reachmg my mdependeni
dﬁcxsmn o ‘s BT .

With respect to the pmﬁess and ﬁndmgs; I pro’bed the SEB dumng ths presentatmn and conmdered '
its evaluation of the proposals against the prescribed ev aludtion criteria: centamed in the REP. 1
concluded the evaluation plan was followed and the e’va}uatmn of the propasais was comprehenswe
' ’.thsrough and weﬂ»decamented As the: Source: Seiectmn Aaﬁmr;ty, 1 concurred with the. ﬁndmgs of -
the'SEBand adopted those ﬁndmgs without exception. | made my selection decision basedona .

: 'cemparatzve assessiment of the proposals against all source selection cr;teria stated in the RFP. I did - -
ot snnpiy count and compare the numbers of strengths and weaknesses, but conmdered t?ae R
'po’{antiai 1mpact of a strength or weakness by consadenng fhe relevance ef each te ﬂ'}IS propcsed
effort _ . IR S _ B R

Dumng the presenta’uon the s semor adv:sors and I thomughly questmnad the SEB ona number of
the findings and. were satisfied with the responses provided by the team. Thercby conclude it is in
the Government’s best interest to award on initial offers and select ASRC Research and T echnolﬁgy
Solutions, LLC (ARTS) to receive this contract award. In making the decision to award on initial
offers, | determmed the remaining offerors did not havea reasonabie chance of bemg selected for
award hased on the evaluation faciors stated in. the sohcztatmn Addltmnai reasamng for my RS

L --'__-__demswn is expiamed below ._ﬁ S

The sohcxtaﬁzon prescnbes that aﬁil three (3) evaiuaﬁon factors are essentiaiiy equai in 1mp0rtance

In Mission Suitability, ARTS’ numerical score was markedly higher than that of the other offerors.

In Past Performance, the offerors recewed level of confidence ratings ranging. from “‘Mcsderate to
“Very High.” ARTS and Anadarko were the' only offerors to receive the hi ghest. ratmg posszbie for -
this factor. Under the Cost factor, ARTS ‘had the lowest propesed and prcba’bie cost. “An analysis at
this level reveals that the ARTS proposai offers an advantage to NASA in each of the three (3)
factors, but 1 contmued my review to provide an m-depth study of the ﬁndmgs

Under the Technical Performance subfactor, ARTS received an ad;ecﬁval rating of “Excellent” and
was the only offeror to receive the highest rating available for this subfactor. Mcst notably, ARTS
exhibited a comprehensive understanding and logical approach to accomplishing the requirements
of numerous distinct areas of the PWS where knowledge of processes and innovative solutions are
critical and of substantial value to the contract. While most of the offerors demonstrated an
understanding of the requirements in a limited number of the PWS sections, ARTS pmmded a
thorough approach to meeting the requirements in multiple areas of the PWS. ARTS’s extensive
capability increased my confidence in the probable success of the contract. Additionally, the
proposed approach to increasing efficiency, improving customer communications and uncovering
potential risks included the application of specific tools and methodologies which I believe would
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ultmmteiy mamfest in tame and cost savmgs In pamcn}ar ARTS propased a multi- faceted
approach to improving customer communications through persanai interaction and the use of web-

based tools. I'believe this combmatmn of customer service initiatives, as well as, the apphcatien of

new tools and methedoiegtes would uit;mateiy mprove productmty and customer saﬁsfacm)n at
SSC. ARTS also detailed a plan for enhancing the existing reporting capablhty of the
Goxfemment s Conﬁguratmn Contrei Tracking System (CCTS). whwh would allow for the sharmg
of mfomaﬁ@n -as Weli as, mcreased pr{}ductmty and efﬁs;xency S

in ihe Management subfactor AR’I’S received an adjectzval ratmg of “Exceliem:” which exceeded
the adjectival score ef any. other foemr for this subfactor. ARTS’s ‘overall management apprc}ach
to controlling and managing the services in the PWS was most nﬂteworthy In particular, ARTS
pmposed the 1mp1ementatmn of three (3). Gveramhmg management processes that would resu}t in
additional cost savings to the Government while accomplishing contract requzrements inatimely
and efﬁcwnt manner:. Whiie other effemrs were also reco gmzed for. thezr preposed appmaches to:

_ .processmg metﬁcs ARTS s approach t@ metﬂcs exceeded expectanons in its cambmed use of tools _; |

.....

I the Safe’ty and Health subfactor ARTS was' the only afferer to recewe an’ adjectlvai ratmg Gf
“Excellent.” ARTS’s proposai provaded a credible; accelerated schedule for obtammg Voluni‘ary

B - Protection Program (VPP) Star Certification, Because SSC is dihgemiy pursuing VPP Star

Cettification site-wide, a shortened schedule for the ITS contract would allow SSC to meet its
overall: geals in a-more timely. fashion: Addztlonally, ARTS proposed a subcontractor with
experience in VPP certzﬁcatmn and with an exemplary safety recerd based on mceﬂtmzmg
employees to Identlfy workplace hazards. As NASA strives to 1mpmve safety and health in the
workplace: at 8SC, the well-structured safety plan detailed in ARTS s proposai mcreased my
conﬁdenoe in lts ab;hty te create and mamtmn a safe: workmg envzronment S

: Overaii i noted Ehat ARTS had submﬂted & weli baianced prepesai for Ehe MlSSlOH Suxtabﬁlty
factor with Significant Strengths and broad- based strengths in each subfactor. A compatison of the
offerors under this factor revealed: that ARTS rece;ved a higher adjectival score in all subfactors and
the other efferors did not offer the same level of qualitative benefit. In welghmg the relative value
and nsks to the Government, 1 beheve ARTS to hava a marked advantage over the other otfemrs in
the Mzssmn Suﬁablllty factor : - o

In the Pas’e i’erf(}rmaﬁce factor 1 noted that twe (2) Offerors received a level of conﬁdence rating of
“Very High.” The past perfonnance information submitted by ARTS and gathered by the SEB
evidenced extensive experience hig,hiy-reievant to this contract, in addition to excellent award fee
scores and positive comments from previous customers. Spemﬁcaliy, previous customers

highti ghted ARTS’s ability to perform coemplex engineering tasks while maintaining a high level of
customer confidence and satzsfactzon I considered the demonstrated ability to balance technical
skill with strong management and customer satisfaction to be a benefit to the successful
accomphshment of requirements on the ITS contract. After a comparative assessment of all the
findings under Past Performance, | concluded that ARTS provided the highest level of confidence in
its demonstrated ability to provide future contract success.
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Finally, I took into consideration the Cost factor. All offerors received either an upwards or-
downwards adjustment to their cost proposals. ARTS’ proposed cost was adjusted upwards to
account for minor errors in staffing, but had the lowest proposed, as well as probable, cost even
after the adjustment was performed. [ felt confident that ARTS’s proposed cost was reasonable for
the proposed effort, P ' S K

In s'émniary,__-A'RTS'-dis_pl'a'yéd a clear advantage in \/I;ss;on Suitability, Past Peﬁbﬁ'ﬁance and Cost.

Based on my considerations outlined above, | conclude that ARTS” offer, in my judgment, is clearly
the most advantageous to the Government. The supetior Mission Suitability rating and excellent
Past Performance, coupled with its lower probable cost, amply demonstrate ARTS” ability to
suceessfully complete the contract requirements while providing the overall best value to the
Governiment. Accordingly, | select ASRC Research and Technology Solutions, LLC for award of
the Information and Technical Services Contract at the John C. Stennis Space Center, -

Patrick E: Scheuerfnann ..
Source Selection Authority
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